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INTRODUCTION 
Middle East scholars have consistently cautioned against an intellectual gulf dividing 
International Relations (IR) theory and the study of international relations of the Middle East 
(IRME). Noting a lack of cross-fertilization between IR theories and region-focused analyses, 
many have highlighted the necessity to move beyond the “Area Studies Controversy” in 
favour of dialogue between IR Theory and Middle Eastern Studies.1 Theoretical approaches 
applied to IRME have increasingly crossed this schism, bridging IR theories with the study of 
the region’s particularities and complexities.2 The last three decades provide numerous 
outstanding, sophisticated work that combined IR theories and in-depth knowledge of 
regional affairs to propose a modified IR theory applied to the Middle East. Whereas some 
have contextualized mainstream IR approaches to fit the alleged exceptional regional 
characteristics,3 others have adopted a disciplinary eclecticism combining insights from 
several approaches to capture the region’s political dynamics.4 Despite difference in ways to 
engage IR theory, most IRME scholarship includes the domestic sphere as the primary 
corrective strategy to attain a “valid” IR theory applied to the region. Middle East scholars 
agree that states in the region developed as fragmented, unstable, and vulnerable to 
transnational forces, what Salloukh called ‘state permeability’.5 Due to this persistent 
weakness, states in the region cannot be approached as unitary actors;6 domestic politics are 
at the center of IRME. 
This ontological position within contemporary IRME work converges with the turn to 
decision-making and domestic politics that has occurred over the last 25 years in IR Theory. 
This domestic turn in IR, however, often lacks theoretical development and makes 
assumptions that can be challenged by research in foreign policy analysis (FPA), with its focus 
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on agents for understanding international politics. FPA considers the role of decision-making 
units to be central, where leaders (decision makers) subjectively interpret international and 
domestic factors. Despite the centrality of domestic politics in IRME, this scholarship generally 
ignores work in FPA, particularly FPA’s psychological and agent orientation. This constitutes a 
missed opportunity for the study of the region. We propose that FPA offers an analytical 
framework, a research agenda, and an ontological stance that allows fruitful development of 
domestic politics in IRME scholarship. 
This article develops a critical analysis of the domestic politics orientation in IRME 
while situating it within broader theoretical developments in the IR discipline. The aim of this 
article is not to offer a single foreign policy theory for IRME that is alternative to existing 
theoretical frameworks. Instead, it is a meta-theoretical contribution with the intent of 
developing theoretical understanding of IRME. We argue that the incorporation of domestic 
factors in the study of IRME has not led to clear and sustained theoretical progress and that 
a serious engagement with an FPA perspective — conceptually rich in its understanding of 
how domestic politics influences foreign policy — can increase the comparative value of 
research conducted by Middle East scholars within the IR discipline. We draw on Kaarbo’s 
promise that an FPA perspective can offer an “integrating crucible for the cross-theoretical 
turn toward domestic politics and decision making in IR theory” and illustrate the value of 
such exercise at a regional level.7 
We begin by defining FPA as a subfield and a distinct perspective in IR. We then 
examine how domestic factors have been integrated within IRME, focusing on realist-based 
approaches and constructivism. Within each of these theoretical perspectives, we explore 
how FPA research defies or develops the integration of domestic and decision-making factors 
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with IRME. The last section suggests four avenues of research for incorporating FPA research 
into IRME: an understanding of public opinion’s influence based on the distribution of 
information, the decision unit framework, leadership style, and role theory. This section 
shows that an FPA perspective offers an alternative and complementary approach to the 
additive and eclectic frameworks predominant in IRME scholarship.  
FOREIGN POLICY ANALYSIS: A DISTINCT PERSPECTIVE 
Domestic politics and decision-making processes have historically not been at the centre of 
most IR theory. Instead, structural explanations of IR and foreign policies have dominated 
research on international politics. From the neorealist focus on anarchy and power 
distribution to liberalism’s expectations8 on constraining factors of economic interdependent 
structures and international regimes, foreign policy is understood as reactions to external 
pressures faced by states.9 Constructivism also focuses on role and normative structures to 
explain state behaviour according to logics of appropriateness and constructed narratives of 
self and other.10 
 IR theory has, however, developed over the last 25 years to incorporate domestic 
political and decision-making factors.11 Neoclassical realism, variants of liberalism and 
constructivism have integrated state motives, perceptions, public opinion, and political 
culture.  IR has moved away from the argument that IR theory is only about general patterns 
of international politics, not discreet foreign policy behaviours.12 This promising turn, 
nevertheless, ignores FPA research, despite FPA’s central concern with examining “inside the 
black box” of states to explain foreign policy.13 FPA, as subfield of IR, emerged in the 1950s 
and focuses on the role of psychological factors, institutional policy-making processes, and 
public opinion in foreign policy. FPA offers a distinct perspective, with its “actor-specific focus, 
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based upon the argument that all that occurs between nations and across nations is grounded 
in human decision makers acting singly or in groups”.14 The agent decision maker is at the 
centre of state behaviour and constitutes the core contribution of FPA. Decision makers’ response 
to domestic and international environments is subject to a number of factors: psychological, 
societal, ideational, political, institutional, and material.  
FPA is not a single theory — but neither is constructivism, or realism, for example. But 
FPA does propose a distinct starting point for explaining international relations in which 
leaders’ subjective understandings filter the influence of all other international and domestic, 
institutional and societal factors. Key areas of FPA research are “(i) individual- and small- 
group-level psychological factors in foreign policy decision making, (ii) variation in 
institutional decision-making processes, and (iii) elite-mass relations”.15 The incorporation of 
domestic politics and decisionmaking in IR theories has missed the opportunity to build on 
FPA research, broadly defined as a subfield or narrowly defined as a perspective. IRME 
scholarship has similarly missed this opportunity and, like IR theory, remains disconnected 
with FPA, despite common ground.  
THE FPA-IRME DISCONNECT 
Middle East scholars have noted a disconnect between IRME and FPA. Korany and Dessouki 
observe that mainstream approaches in IRME favor the macro level in international relations 
at the detriment of unit-based analyses.16  There are some exceptions, such as Hinnebusch 
and Ehteshami’s The Foreign Policies of Middle East States,17 informed by FPA.18 Yet, IRME 
scholars tend toward ad hoc eclecticism in incorporating domestic and decision-making 
variables to their adapted-IR approaches to the Middle East. Scholars have often adopted 
various eclectic frameworks blending several elements and an expanding list of domestic 
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causal factors. These frameworks lacked discernable mechanisms within causal stories as 
opposed to the more conscious effort of analytical eclecticism within IR.19 Despite the 
richness that eclecticism provides in explaining real-world issues, this approach further 
isolated IRME from mainstream IR approaches. Moreover, the dialogue between IR and the 
Middle East has been unidimensional where the interchange was limited to theory testing, 
application, and adaptation to produce sophisticated and complex analyses of various 
regional phenomena. In general, the Middle East remains absent from IR theory building 
efforts. 
This section examines the role of domestic factors in mainstream IR approaches that 
were modified, then applied, to the Middle East. Although our argument about the disconnect 
between IRME and FPA may apply to other perspectives used in IRME (such as Historical 
Sociology,20 the English School,21 post-colonial studies,22 and critical security approaches23), 
our scope here is limited to research developed within realism and constructivism. Within 
each perspective, we explore various ways domestic factors were incorporated and how 
research within FPA can inform and develop this research. We propose that FPA, as a 
perspective offering both complementary and alternative lens to IR theory, provides an 
important added value to the integration of domestic factors in IRME scholarship. 
Realism 
One of the distinguishing features of Middle East politics is the high degree of militarization 
and recurrence of interstate conflicts. The Middle East thus appears to be the region where 
realism retains significant relevance. Realism is primarily based on the assumption that states 
are unitary actors advancing their interest and power amidst the anarchy of the international 
system. In its neorealist version, the anarchy-induced insecurity of states is the determinant 
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driver of state behavior. A classic theoretically-informed neorealist analysis of IRME is 
Stephen Walt’s The Origins of Alliances.24  Although Walt acknowledges that domestic 
concerns can drive alliances, his analysis focused on structural dimensions of regional alliance-
making and subjective dimensions in his study were left untheorized. As Goldgeir25 notes, 
“Walt argues for the importance of perceptions, beliefs, motivations, and bias while leaving 
the origins of these factors to case-by-case empirical study rather than systematic theoretical 
investigation”.26 
 IRME scholars have considered neorealist structural analysis as “necessary, but not 
sufficient” 27 and challenged its assumptions from several angles, leading to two major strands 
in the adaption of neorealism to IRME. The first strand is the regime security approach that 
challenges the neorealist characterisation of states as unitary cohesive units and argues that 
state behaviour is contingent upon elites or regimes in power. The second strand evolves from 
the neoclassical realist approach (NCR). While maintaining the primacy of structural factors, 
NCR includes domestic factors that shape states’ reactions to systemic pressures and 
opportunities. While both approaches have similarities to FPA, an FPA perspective would 
challenge some of their assumptions and question how domestic and especially decision-
making factors are treated. 
 The regime security approach offers a corrective reading of inter-Arab politics as the 
result of regimes’ quest for survival. Upon a closer look at the particularities of the state 
system in the Middle East, this approach argues that statehood and sovereignty do not yet 
conform with Weberian notions of statehood. From this perspective, the core unit of analysis 
is the “regime”, that is a centralised authoritarian rule in the hands of a ruling elite or a leader. 
Regime security is, hence, defined as the maintenance of power by ruling leaders or elites.28 
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The logic of regime survival is at the forefront of any foreign policy decision, where leaders 
are at the intersection of domestic and structural levels of analysis. Regimes’ foreign policy 
decisions are often driven by internal and external threats to their survival.29 Regime survival 
explanations complement structural analysis by adding domestic factors, such as legitimacy, 
economics, ideology, state-society relations, leaders’ perceptions, and state-building 
imperatives. Examples include Hinnebusch and Ehteshami’s framework of “complex 
realism”.30 They argue that while state behavior is often driven by external threats to 
sovereignty and territorial integrity, also relevant are domestic factors, such as the level of 
state formation, foreign policy role, regime-society relations, and idiosyncrasies of leaders. 
Telhami’s analysis of the origins of the 1978 Egyptian-Israeli peace treaty is another attempt 
at integrating realist explanations with variables from psychological analyses of leaders’ 
personalities.31 
 Other scholars consider domestic factors to be predominant in shaping state behavior. 
Gause argues that Middle East regimes give higher priority to internal over external threats.32 
Harknett and VanDenBerg’s analysis of Jordanian alliances during the 1991 Gulf War 
demonstrates that foreign policy is a reaction to interrelated external and internal 
challenges.33 Telhami combines realist theories of alliances with the notion of legitimacy to 
account for Arab regimes’ alliance decisions.34 He claims that threats are constituted by 
transnational symbols of legitimacy in the Arab world. Rubin’s framework of “ideational 
balancing” also examines regime security as the result of interaction among states, between 
state and society, and between a foreign state and another state’s society.35 Other scholars 
examine domestic economic capabilities as determinant of alliance behavior.36  
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 Alongside the regime security approach, some IRME scholarship lies within 
neoclassical realism (NCR). NCR distinguishes itself from neorealism by including unit-level 
characteristics and abandoning some neo-realist claims that IR theory is separate from a 
theory of foreign policy. NCR gives systemic-level factors primary weight but argues that 
states and states’ characteristics are transmission belts through which external imperatives 
are acted on in states’ foreign policies.37 NCR includes perceptions,38 states’ motives,39 
nationalism and ideology,40 and domestic institutions.41 In general, NCR “foreign policy 
analysis stresses that foreign policy decisions are made by human beings, political leaders and 
elites”.42  
NCR’s incorporation of domestic and decision-making factors is, however, different 
from regime security approaches. Whereas regime security work treats domestic and 
decision-making factors as independent variables alongside systemic stimuli, the domestic in 
NCR are intervening variables. Salloukh, for example, develops a first-cut theory of NCR to 
examine Syria and Jordan’s alignment decisions.43 While structural factors are paramount in 
explaining alliance choices, Salloukh argues that state formation processes influence regimes’ 
responses to systemic pressures. Juneau also develops a NCR variant to explore causes of 
Iran’s deviation from “realist” foreign policy. Domestic factors — including status, identity, 
and factional politics — play intervening roles leading Iran’s foreign policy to depart from 
otherwise “optimal” performance. Juneau argues that structural power distribution shapes 
possible foreign policy options and domestic intervening variables determine which foreign 
policy decision is taken.44 Incorporating domestic factors, these realist adaptations to the 
Middle East relate to FPA research in many ways. Nevertheless, an FPA perspective would 
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challenge these approaches and critique them for their underdevelopment of domestic and 
decision-making factors from three angles.  
 First, although IRME scholars have dismissed neorealism for black-boxing the state, the 
regime security approach presents the “regime” as an abstract concept, where the decision-
making unit is a catch-all for all regime types. As Ryan argues, “all Arab regimes are 
comparable, as all can be described as authoritarian or semi-authoritarian security-states, 
whether they are led by a president, king, sultan, or emir”.45 With authoritarian regimes 
placed in one category, little room is left for factors at bureaucratic, small groups, and 
individual levels affecting the decision-making process. FPA scholarship argues that non-
democracies are far from uniform46 and explores how variation in authoritarian states 
influences foreign policy processes and outcomes.47 
 FPA research on non-democracies and the regime security approach are alike in 
challenging the assumption that authoritarian leaders and governments are unaccountable 
to and unconstrained by societal pressures.48 Yet the regime security approach and its regime 
survival logic often fail to explain how leaders take foreign policy decisions that ignore 
domestic public opinion. Al-Assad’s decision to ally with Iran against Iraq during the Iran-Iraq 
War (1980-1988) and Sadat’s decision to pursue peace with Israel in 1979 are examples of 
unpopular foreign policy. Another example is Egyptian President Al-Sissi’s decision to hand 
control of the Tiran and Sanafir Islands to the Saudi kingdom in 2015, which sparked street 
protests and public controversy in Egypt. From an FPA perspective, the relationship between 
foreign policy and the public is not straightforward. Whereas some research supports the 
proposition that publics constrain foreign policy even in authoritarian regimes,49 other 
research challenges this, noting leaders’ frequent decisions that are counter to public opinion 
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and the ability for the media and leaders to manipulate public views.50 By problematizing the 
domestic political processes in authoritarian regimes, an FPA perspective would provide the 
regime security approach with further depth and rigour in analysing regimes vis-à-vis their 
domestic and institutional environments. 
Second, regime security work conflates leadership and regime security. Leadership 
security means that those particular personalities who are in power remain so. Regime 
security is broader, for leaders may be overthrown, but if the dominant coalition and system 
of rule remain, the regime is intact. This analytical problem became more relevant during the 
Arab uprisings, as heads of states changed but regime structures in Egypt, Tunisia, and Yemen 
endured. This issue is related to FPA debates over whether, how, and under which 
circumstances, a change of leadership affects foreign policy.51 FPA research on coalitions, 
institutions, and elites in authoritarian regimes can be helpful for disentangling leaders from 
regimes. Work on bureaucratic politics, for example, explores relationships between 
coalitions within the regime and leaders as cue-takers and brokers.52 Work on decision units 
suggests that coalitions and the locus of authority for making foreign policy are fluid, even 
within the same regime.53 Finally, the vast research on the importance of individual leaders’ 
beliefs, perceptions, and personalities for foreign policy leads us to expect that changes in 
leaders are critical to foreign policy even without regime change.54 
Third, an FPA perspective would also challenge regime security and NCR’s assumptions 
about how domestic politics influences executives. FPA research demonstrates that leaders 
cannot always adopt “a view from above” domestic pressures. The same applies to 
international constraints; leaders may not be constantly “driven by international pressures” 
as Ripsman, Taliaferro and Lobell argue.55  FPA, including polihereustic theory,56 offers more 
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complex perspectives on relationships between international and domestic spheres and 
executives than is seen in much regime security and NCR work.  
The role of perceptions and beliefs in NCR research is underdeveloped, from an FPA 
perspective. The psychological approach has arguably become dominant in FPA,57 focusing on 
a variety of (related) psychological sources, including leadership styles, beliefs, images, 
cognitive frames, personality traits, analogies, errors and biases in information processing, 
threat perception, and small group dynamics. Middle East scholars have questioned the 
psychological school’s validity in explaining foreign policy behavior in the region, considering 
it to be “reductionist”.58 Yet leaders, such as Saddam Hussein and Gamal Abdel Nasser, show 
that personality and beliefs play a major role in IRME and indeed, some work has found 
psychological factors to can be crucial in explaining Middle East foreign policy behavior.59 
FPA’s psychological research can provide IRME scholarship with considerable theoretical and 
empirical grounding and explanatory leverage,60 and is a missing aspect of IRME’s orientation 
toward domestic factors.61 
Constructivism 
Constructivist research also underscores the importance of domestic politics in 
international politics. While some constructivist work operates at the system level, with a 
focus on shared norms and general social construction of international politics,62 other 
constructivists go inside states, engaging with ideational and normative factors at societal 
levels. Constructivist research, for example, points to the importance of discourse, ideas, 
identity and roles  in alternative explanations to interest-based and material explanations of 
foreign policies.63 The politics of identity, operating at supranational, national, and sub-state 
levels, render the Middle East an optimal pool for constructivism and constructivism has 
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generated refreshing interpretations of IRME that take into account regional particularities 
without lapsing into culturally-reductionist arguments. 
Constructivist studies of IRME explore the impact of changing norms, public sphere 
deliberations, and identity on foreign policy.64 Although some scholars consider the factors 
shaping identities at interstate levels,65 others have look to the domestic level as the main 
source of state identities.66 Identities can shape a society’s internal politics and, hence, co-
constitute its foreign interests. For instance, Lynch67 links inconsistencies in Jordanian foreign 
policy over time with public struggles over identity. Similarly, Barnett68 argues that state 
identities often influence foreign policy through legitimizing the course of action while making 
other choices “unthinkable”. Elsewhere, Barnett69 shows that change in national identity 
narratives in Egypt from pan-Arabism to Egyptian nationalism made the peace process with 
Israel plausible.  
Many scholars argue that the link between constructivism and FPA is natural, 
considering constructivists’ conceptions of agency and ideas. As Smith70 notes, “social 
construction and foreign policy analysis look made for one another”.71 Checkel posits that 
constructivists share with FPA scholars “a strong focus on agency”, but contends that 
constructivism is not “simply warmed over FPA”, since constructivism often stems from a 
more interpretivist branch and focuses on mutual co-constitution.72 Constructivists often 
view FPA as individualist, ultra-positivist, and asocial.73 Many FPA scholars, however, would 
challenge these labels of FPA research. Epistemologically, FPA is similar to “conventional”, 
“neoclassical” or “thin” constructivists who do not reject positivism.74 Furthermore, the 
central ontological role of subjectivity in FPA means FPA scholarship deviates from strict 
positivist epistemological assumptions of an objective reality. FPA research is also not as 
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asocial as some perceive. FPA’s conceptualisation of agency includes agent-other interactions 
and agent-agent social dynamics,75 and builds on insights from social psychology. A serious 
engagement between IRME and FPA is therefore possible and can fill several lacunae in 
research on identity politics in IRME. 
First, FPA research challenges constructivism for giving primacy to social structures 
over agency. Flanik,76 notes that “constructivists endorse co-constitution in principle, but in 
practice, much constructivist works favour structure”. Agency in an FPA perspective, on the 
other hand, is foundational. FPA research not only examines micro-foundations of agent’s 
relationships to structure, it allows for varying perceptions of, instrumental uses of, and 
responses to structures. Similarly, Middle East scholars have often criticized constructivism 
for disavowing “the role of the domestic environment in mediating the interplay between 
norms (coming from outside via the state) and identity (emanating from the society)”.77 Many 
Middle East scholars have made similar criticisms to the constructivist characterization of 
identity politics in the region. Despite the initial appeal of constructivism to include agency, 
constructivist scholars focus mostly on structures and hardly unpack processes through which 
identities change and do not address why some identities among others become salient in 
the foreign policy making.78 
Second, from an FPA perspective, constructivism also overlooks processes of social 
construction79 and does not include ideational factors in individuals’ belief systems and how 
these transfer to collective levels.80 Constructivists also tend to assume a seamless match 
between culture at the societal level and policymaking at the elite level. For example, studies 
of identities take for granted that elites and masses share a single national identity.81 When 
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constructivist research allows differences between elites and masses, the assumption is often 
that culture and identity are powerful enough to constrain elites.82  
The Middle East provides countless examples supporting FPA’s criticism of 
constructivist views of the domestic sphere. Saddam Hussein and Hafiz al-Assad, for example, 
needed to appeal to ruling coalitions and masses in framing regime identity — consensus was 
not automatic. Moreover, competitions among groups within their constituencies were 
crucial in framing collective identity and its influence on foreign policy. Also, the pan-Arab 
dimension driving Jordanian foreign policy has been partly shaped by the Palestinian-
Transjordanian social divide.83 Israel presents other examples of foreign policies shaped by 
domestic identity tensions of Jews versus non-Jews and Israelis versus Arabs.84 Moreover, the 
role of public opinion in the foreign policies of Arab states85 challenges the constructivist 
assumption that policymakers and masses share a similar meaning of state identity, yet 
empirical analyses demonstrate that Arab elites and societies may hold separate identities. 
Valbjørn and Bank show how Jordanian, Egyptian, and Saudi societies exhibited an Arabism 
reflecting a regime-society divide that constrained their foreign policies during the 2006 
Lebanon War and the 2009 Gaza War.86 Similarly, although elites in Syria, Egypt, Yemen, 
Jordan, and Saudi Arabia wanted to recognize and develop a relationship with Israel, they 
were constrained by public opposition.87 
FPA would challenge constructivist scholars for assuming uncontested identities or 
that identities only function to constrain elites. FPA scholarship suggests that when identities 
are contested, elites may frame and manipulate public opinion or even operate fairly free of 
the public and against mass-level identities and values.88 FPA research offers insights about 
how norm, identity, and role contestation affects both the policymaking process and resulting 
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foreign policy behaviour.89 Overall, FPA challenges constructivist assumptions that social 
structures powerfully constraint agents.  In this way, FPA offers a complementary but distinct 
perspective on the role of ideas in international relations and on the relationship between 
agents and structures. 
Third, FPA would challenge some constructivist-oriented role theory research within 
IRME. Roles are “repertoires of behaviour, emanating from one’s own conceptions and 
others’ expectations , selected in reaction to cues and demands”90 and role theoretical 
approaches emphasise roles as social positions states take in international society.91 A small 
number of scholars have adopted constructivist role theory in the study of ideational factors 
in IRME. Ovah, for example, uses role theory to explain change in Turkish foreign policy 
following the AKP’s rise to power.92 Barnett examines role conflict and institutions in Arab 
politics. He shows membership in several institutions (sovereignty and Arabism) created role 
conflict and regional instability.93 Although some role theory work in IRME recognises the 
importance of domestic sources and constraints on roles, most of it, similar to constructivist 
research on identities, assumes more consensus or societal constraint within the state than 
would an FPA approach to roles. An FPA approach more specifically develops, with middle-
range FPA research, the domestic political and even psychological mechanisms of 
contestation over national roles.94 
AN FPA PERSPECTIVE OF IRME 
FPA can do more than challenge the way domestic politics is approached in IRME work, it can 
guide research into new directions. In this concluding section, we discuss specific ways future 
research can integrate FPA ideas into IRME scholarship. We offer four avenues for research 
— an understanding of public opinion’s influence based on the distribution of information, 
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the decision unit framework, leadership style, and role theory. Our suggestions draw from 
established FPA research areas and offer considerable potential benefits for both FPA and 
IRME. We conclude with a more general perspective as a distinct standpoint from which FPA 
can approach IRME. 
 If IRME work is going to take seriously public influence on foreign policy, how can it 
approach this complicated relationship? FPA offers no easy answers and includes a variety of 
intervening factors between a bottom-up perspective that sees public opinion as very 
important to a top-down perspective in which publics follow elites.95 Baum and Potter’s 
framework is particularly attractive as it integrates and explains a number of findings on the 
role of public opinion in foreign policy. They focus on information held by elites and available 
to the public, with a key role played by the media. They characterize the dynamic relationship 
between the public, the media, and decision makers “as a marketplace in which the relative 
distribution of information among these three actors in large part determines their relative 
influence on foreign policy”. In early stages of a policy or response to an international event, 
governments enjoy an information advantage. As time goes by, there is more “opportunity 
for the public to accumulate sufficient information to overcome — or at least reduce — its 
informational disadvantage”.96 Although based largely on research on democracies, the 
model’s general principles may apply to other countries,97 including Middle East states. The 
model’s relevance to IRME may be more significant with the increasing role of media outlets, 
including social media, in Middle East politics.98 While elites’ information advantage may be 
greater in the Middle East, compared to other regions and regime types, the basic idea that 
publics have more information about foreign policy at some points in time and that changing 
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distributions of information affect the role the public plays in foreign policy are plausible. The 
model’s relevance to the IRME is at least an empirical question, worthy of investigation. 
 The decision units framework is another FPA approach that can be useful for 
examining domestic political divisions within regimes.99 The framework identifies three types 
of decisions units — actors with authority to commit regime’s resources in foreign policy — 
that commonly occur across and within regimes, in democracies and non-democracies: 1) 
predominant leaders (single individuals holding authority to commit regime resources); 2) 
single groups (a small number of people collectively make foreign policy decisions); and 3) 
coalitions (autonomous political actors among which a subset need to agree to foreign policy). 
Decision units can change across a single policy and across time. The framework acts as a 
theory-selector — different decision units and different key characteristics of those units 
point analysts to middle-range theories (e.g., bureaucratic politics, groupthink, or coalition 
formation). The decision units framework has the advantage of integrating several strands of 
research in its approach to opening the black box of foreign policy decision making. 
 Another avenue of promising research for IRME would incorporate FPA work on 
leaders’ beliefs and personalities. Leaders have incredible potential to impact foreign policy, 
in both democracies and authoritarian states. As Hermann and Hagan argue, “state leaders 
play a pivotal role in balancing international imperatives with those arising from, or 
embedded in, domestic politics”.100 Leaders shape intentions and strategies of their states 
and are themselves an important part of their countries’ diplomatic capabilities.101 FPA 
research includes a number of ways leaders shape foreign policy, including leaders’ beliefs 
about the nature of the political universe, how leaders represent foreign policy problems and 
define international situations, leaders’ orientations toward risk, various pathologies and 
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neuroses in leaders’ psyches, leaders’ cognitive biases, motivations, and perceptions, and 
leaders’ images of other countries.  
Research on leaders’ personalities is another fruitful approach within FPA.  Personality 
can be defined as a patterned relationship among cognition, affect, motivations and 
orientations toward interpersonal relationships.102 Personalities are a critical sources of “the 
heterogeneity of preferences, beliefs and decision-making processes” that are significant in 
international politics.103 FPA work on Leadership Trait Analysis — a composite, or multi-factor 
approach, incorporating beliefs, traits, and style — has demonstrated the importance of 
personality in international relations in a number of different contexts.104 Leadership Trait 
Analysis is useful for investigating agent-structure relations, with its focus on which leaders 
challenge constraints and which respect them.105 Leadership Trait Analysis utilises a reliable, 
systematic, and comparative method for assessing personalities through a computerized 
content analysis of leader discourse.106 Given the centralized nature of foreign policy making 
in Middle Eastern states, leaders and their personalities is a critical gap in current IRME 
research. 
A fourth area of FPA research that is particularly promising for IRME is recent work on 
role theory. Role theory offers a conceptual framework of internal, external, material, and 
ideational dimensions of states’ social positions. First imported to IR from Sociology by 
Holsti,107 role theory research has recently flourished.108 Role theory is rich conceptually, 
theoretically and ontologically as it integrates various concepts (e.g. identities, cognitions, 
expectations, and socialisation) imperative for understanding IR and foreign policy. It provides 
a conceptual tool-kit for unravelling complex social processes, and operates at multiple levels 
of analysis, bridging agents and structures; many scholars have considered this as one of its 
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distinct strengths.109 Recent role theory work incorporates internal contestation over national 
roles, connecting roles to well-researched domestic political dynamics.110 Role theory can 
inform the study of ideational factors in the Middle East in many ways. Revolutions, regime 
changes, and leadership change can shift role conceptions. Moreover, the rise of small states 
in the Persian Gulf and their attempt to influence regional politics reveals interactive 
dynamics of roles at the international level and agent-structure relations, which are central 
to role theory.111 The promise and value of role theory in the study of IRME is illustrated 
through work using Middle East cases to develop role theory. These have also provided 
insights on well-researched IRME cases, such as US-Iranian and US-Israeli relations.112 
Conclusion  
IRME has traditionally acknowledged the centrality of domestic factors long before the 
attention to domestic politics and decision making in IR theories. Yet, FPA is scarcely used in 
examining foreign policy behaviour in the region. Instead, ME scholars often opt for eclectic 
approaches that combine structural and domestic levels of analyses. This article showed that 
FPA can offer a distinct standpoint from which to analyse IRME. An FPA perspective proposes 
that central decision-making units (leaders) subjectively interpret domestic and international 
constraints and opportunities affect foreign policy. As an alternative approach, FPA 
foregrounds decisionmakers, whose interpretations of their political environments is 
conditioned by material, ideational, psychological, societal, and institutional factors. An FPA 
perspective integrates these through agents’ psychological experience. This is a contextualist, 
not a reductionist argument as other levels of analysis are included.113 As Bueno de Mesquita 
argues, “when we examine international affairs through the lens of domestic decision making 
we provide a way to think about how properties of the international system are shaped by 
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local considerations as part of the larger strategic fabric of politics”.114  As a multilevel 
approach that combines ideational and material factors, an FPA perspective is ontologically 
rich in its integration of decision making and domestic politics.  
FPA thus stands in a unique and strong position to inform the domestic political 
orientation in IRME scholarship as the field seeks to integrate with IR theory. As Middle East 
scholars face challenges to increase the relevance of their work to the IR discipline at large, 
FPA can help Middle East scholarship contribute to theoretical debates beyond the region. By 
integrating domestic and systemic factors through the psychological experience of agents, 
FPA provides an eclectic framework that allows for the particularities of the region while 
maintaining a coherent theoretical perspective conducive to cross-regional comparisons.  A 
stronger connection between FPA and IRME scholarship would also be positive for FPA.  
Despite its long-standing commitment to comparative work, FPA remains parochially focused 
on the United States.  Hudson and Brummer specifically call for deeper engagement between 
‘mainstream’ FPA research and FPA scholarship beyond North America, arguing that this is 
critical for FPA’s theoretical development.115 Although this article has focused on reasons that 
IRME should incorporate work from FPA, future work in this area holds considerable promise 
for mutual benefits. 
 
 
1 Morten Valbjørn, ‘The Meeting of the Twain: Bridging the Gap between International Relations and Middle 
East Studies’, Cooperation and Conflict 38(2), 2003, pp. 163–73; Andrea Teti, ‘Bridging the Gap: IR, Middle East 
Studies and the Disciplinary Politics of the Area Studies Controversy’, European Journal of International Relations 
13(1), 2007, pp. 117–45. 
2 Fred Halliday, The Middle East in International Relations: Power, Politics and Ideology (Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press, 2005); Raymond Hinnebusch, The International Politics of the Middle East, 2nd ed. 
(Manchester: Manchester University Press, 2015); Paul Noble, ‘Systemic Factors Do Matter, But...: Reflections 
on the Uses and Limitations of Systemic Analysis’, in Rex Brynen and Bassel Salloukh (eds.) Persistent 
Permeability?: Regionalism, Localism and Globalization (Aldershot: Ashgate, 2004), pp. 29–64. 
                                                        
 22 
 
                                                                                                                                                                            
3 For constructivist approaches, see Michael Barnett, Dialogues in Arab Politics: Negotiations in Regional Order 
(New York: Columbia University Press, 1998); Marc Lynch, State Interests and Public Spheres: The International 
Politics of Jordan Identities (New York: Columbia University Press, 1999). For an example of realist work, see 
Shibley Telhami Power and Leadership in International Bargaining: The Path to the Camp David Accords (New 
York: Columbia University Press, 1992). 
4 Hinnebusch, International Politics of the Middle East. 
5 Bassel Salloukh, ‘State Strength, Permeability, and Foreign Policy Behavior: Jordan in a Theoretical 
Perspective’, Arab Studies Quarterly 18(2), 1996, pp. 39–65. 
6 Hinnebusch, International Politics of the Middle East, pp. 7–9. 
7 Juliet Kaarbo, ‘A Foreign Policy Analysis Perspective on the Domestic Politics Turn in IR Theory’, International 
Studies Review 17(2), 2015, p. 189. 
8 Although liberals pay attention to domestic and individual differences, this has not been the case for all strands 
within liberal IR theory. These strands include Robert Keohane and Joseph Nye, Power and Interdependence: 
World Politics in Transition (Boston: Little, Brown and Company, 1977); Andrew Moravcsik, ‘Taking Preferences 
Seriously: A Liberal Theory of International Politics’, International Organization 51(4), 1997, pp. 513–53. 
Although research on democratic peace theory revived the role of domestic factors within liberalism, FPA 
research questions the assumptions within this programme, challenging, for example, stark dichotomy between 
democratic and authoritarian regime and, the influence of public opinion’s influence on democracies’ foreign 
policies. For further details on these criticisms, see Kaarbo, ‘A Foreign Policy Analysis Perspective’, pp. 8–11. 
9 Stephen D. Krasner (ed.), International Regimes (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1983); Robert Gilpin, War and 
Change in World Politics (Cambridge University Press, 1983); Keohane and Nye, Power and Interdependence; 
John Mearsheimer, The Tragedy of Great Powers Politics (New York: Norton, 2001). 
10 Alexander Wendt, Social Theory of International Politics (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1999); 
Martha Finnemore and Kathryn Sikkink, ‘Norm Dynamics International and Political Change’, International 
Organization 52(4), 1998, pp. 887–917. 
11  This turn dates with Putnam’s two level games Robert Putnam, ‘Diplomacy and Domestic Politics: The Logic 
of Two-Level Games’, International Organization 42(3), 1988, pp. 427–60. For a similar argument, see Hafner-
Burton et al. ‘The Behavioral Revolution and International Relations’, International Organization 71(S1), 2017, 
pp. 1–31. 
12 Bruce Bueno de Mesquita, ‘Domestic Politics and International Relations’, International Studies Quarterly 
46(1), 2002, pp. 1-9; James M. Goldgeir, ‘Psychology and Security’, Security Studies 6(4), 1997, pp. 137-66; 
Kaarbo, ‘A Foreign Policy Analysis Perspective’; Moravcsik, ‘Taking Preferences Seriously'. Anders Wivel, 
‘Explaining Why State X Made a Certain Move Last Tuesday: The Promise and Limitations of Realist Foreign 
Policy Analysis’, Journal of International Relations and Development 8(4), 2005, pp. 355-80.  
13 Kaarbo, ‘A Foreign Policy Analysis Perspective’. 
14 Valerie M. Hudson, ‘Foreign Policy Analysis: Actor-Specific Theory and the Ground of International Relations’, 
Foreign Policy Analysis 1(1), 2005, p.1. 
15 For similarities and differences between IR and FPA and discussion of the key topics in the FPA subfield, see 
Kaarbo, ‘A Foreign Policy Analysis Perspective’. 
16 Bahgat Korany and Ali. E.H Dessouki (eds.), The Foreign Policies of Arab States: The Challenge of 
Globalization (Cairo: Cairo University Press, 2008), p. 13. 
17 Raymond Hinnebusch and Anoushiravan Ehteshami, The Foreign Policies of Middle East States, 2nd ed. 
(Boulder: Lynne Rienner, 2014).  
18 For an exhaustive survey of FPA works on the Middle East, see Raymond Hinnebusch, ‘Foreign Policy and the 
Arab World’, in Klaus Brummer and Valerie M. Hudson (eds.) Foreign Policy Analysis beyond North America 
(Boulder, CO: Lynne Rienner, 2015), pp. 77–100. Also see Janice Gross Stein and Raymond Tanter, Rational 
Decision-Making: Israel’s Security Choices, 1967 (Columbus: Ohio State University Press, 1980); Stein, Janice 
Gross, ‘Calculation, Miscalculation, and Conventional Deterrence I: The View From Cairo’, in Robert Jervis, 
Richard Ned Lebow, and Janice Gross Stein (eds.) Psychology and Deterrence (Baltimore, MD: The John 
Hopkins University Press, 1989), pp. 34–59; Janice Gross Stein, ‘Deterrence and Learning in an Enduring 
Rivalry: Egypt and Israel, 1948–73’, Security Studies 6(1), 1996, pp. 104–52; Michael Brecher, Decisions in 
Israel’s Foreign Policy (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1974); Esra Cuhadar, Juliet Kaarbo, Baris Kesgin, Binnur 
Ozkececi-Taner, ‘Examining Leaders’ Orientations to Structural Constraints: Turkey’s 1991 and 2003 Iraqi War 
Decisions,’ Journal of International Relations and Development 20(1), 2017, pp. 29-54; Daniel Odinius and 
Philipp Kuntz, ‘The Limits of Authoritarian Solidarity: The Gulf Monarchies and Preserving Authoritarian Rule 
during the Arab Spring’, European Journal of Political Research 54(4), 2015, pp. 639–54.  
 23 
 
                                                                                                                                                                            
19 Rudra Sil and Peter Katzenstein, Beyond Paradigms: Analytic Eclecticism in the Study of World Politics (New 
York: Palgrave, 2010). 
20 Halliday The Middle East in International Relations. 
21 Barry Buzan and Ana Gonzalez-Pelaez (eds.), International Society and the Middle East: English School Theory 
at the Regional Level (Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, 2009). 
22 Waleed Hazbun, ‘The Geopolitics of Knowledge and the Challenge of Postcolonial Agency: International 
Relations, US Policy, and the Arab World’, in Graham Huggan (ed.) The Oxford Handbook of Postcolonial Studies 
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2013), pp. 217-34. 
23 Pinar Bilgin, Regional Security in the Middle East: A Critical Perspective (London: Routledge, 2004). 
24 Stephen Walt, The Origins of Alliances (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1987). 
25 Goldgeir, ‘Psychology and Security’, 141. 
26 Similar criticism is in Michael Barnett, ‘Identity and Alliances in the Middle East’, in Peter Katzenstein (ed.) The 
Culture of National Security: Norms and Identity in World Politics (New York: Columbia University Press, 1996), 
pp. 400–447. 
27 Matteo Legrenzi and F. Gregory Gause, ‘The International Politics of the Gulf’, in Louise Fawcett (ed.) 
International  Relations of the Middle East, 4th ed. (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2016), p. 305. 
28 Laurie Brand, Jordan’s Inter-Arab Relations: The Political Economy of Alliance Making (New York: Columbia 
University Press, 1994), pp. 22–24; Curtis Ryan, Inter-Arab Alliances: Regime Security and Jordanian Foreign 
Policy (Gainesville: University Press of Florida, 2009). 
29 The concept of ‘ominbalancing’ explicates this dynamic. See Steven David, Choosing Sides: Alignment and 
Realignment in the Third World (Baltimore, MD: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1991). 
30 Hinnebusch and Ehteshami, Foreign Policies of Middle East States. 
31 Telhami, Power and Leadership in International Bargaining . 
32 F. Gregory Gause, ‘Balancing What? Threat Perception and Alliance Choice in the Gulf’, Security Studies 13(2), 
2003, pp. 273–305. 
33 Richard J. Harknett and Jeffrey A. VanDenBerg, ‘Alignment Theory and Interrelated Threats: Jordan and the 
Persian Gulf Crisis’, Security Studies 6(3), 1997, pp. 112–53. 
34 Shibley Telhami, ‘Power, Legitimacy, and Peace-Making in Arab Coalitions: The New Arabism’, in Leonard 
Binder (ed.), Ethnic Conflict and International Politics in the Middle East (Gainesville, FL: University Press of 
Florida, 1999), pp. 43–60. 
35 Lawrence Rubin, Islam in the Balance: Ideational Threats in Arab Politics (Stanford, CA: Stanford University 
Press, 2014). 
36 Michael Barnett and Jack Levy, ‘Domestic Sources of Alliances and Alignments: The Case of Egypt 1962-1973’, 
International Organization 45(3), 1991, pp. 369–95; Brand, Jordan’s Inter-Arab Relations: The Political Economy 
of Alliance Making; Ryan, Inter-Arab Alliances. 
37 For reviews of NCR, see Gideon Rose, ‘Neoclassical Realism and Theories of Foreign Policy’, World Politics 
51(1), 1998, pp. 144–72; Steven E. Lobell, Morrin M. Ripsman, and Jeffrey W. Taliaferro (eds.), Neoclassical 
Realism, the State and Foreign Policy (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2009); Norrin M. Ripsman, Jeffrey 
W. Taliaferro, and Steven E. Lobell, Neoclassical Realist Theory of International Politics (Oxford: Oxford University 
Press, 2016). 
38 William Wohlforth, The Elusive Balance: Power and Perceptions during the Cold War (Ithaca: Cornell University 
Press, 1993); Hans Mouritzen and Anders Wivel (eds.), The Geopolitics of Euro-Atlantic Integration (London: 
Routledge, 2006). 
39 Randall Schweller ‘Bandwagoning for Profit: Bringing the Revisionist State Back In’, International Security 
19(1), 1994, pp. 72–107. 
40 Aaron L. Friedberg, In the Shadow of the Garrison State: America’s Anti-Statism and Its Cold War Grand 
Strategy (Princeton, N.J: Princeton University Press, 2000); Jonathan Monten ‘The Roots of the Bush Doctrine: 
Power, Nationalism, and Democracy Promotion in U.S. Strategy’, International Security 29(4), 2005, pp. 112–56; 
Sterling-Folker ‘Neoclassical Realism and Identity:  Peril Despite Profit across the Taiwan Strait’, in Lobell, 
Ripsman, and Taliaferro (eds.) Neoclassical Realism, the State and Foreign Policy, pp.99-138; Taliaferro 
‘Neoclassical Realism and Resource Extraction:  State Building for Future War’, in Lobell, Ripsman and Taliaferro 
(eds.) Neoclassical Realism, the State and Foreign Policy, pp. 194-226; Dueck Reluctant Crusaders: Power, 
Culture, and Change in American Grand Strategy (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 2006). 
41 Jack Snyder, Myths of Empire: Domestic Politics and International Ambitions (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 
1991); Steven Lobell, ‘Threat Assessment, the State and Foreign Policy: A Neoclassical Realist Model’, in Lobell, 
Ripsman and Taliaferro (eds.) Neoclassical Realism, the State and Foreign Policy, pp. 42–74.  
 24 
 
                                                                                                                                                                            
42 Wivel, ‘Explaining Why State X Made a Certain Move Last Tuesday', p. 361. See also Rose, ‘Neoclassical Realism 
and Theories of Foreign Policy’; Stephen Van Evera, Causes of War: Power and the Roots of Conflict (Ithaca: 
Cornell University Press, 1999). 
43 Bassel Salloukh, ‘Regime Autonomy and Regional Foreign Policy Choices in the Middle East: A Theoretical 
Explanation’, in Rex Brynen and Bassel Salloukh (eds.) Persistent Permeability?: Regionalism, Localism and 
Globalization (Aldershot: Ashgate, 2004), pp. 81–104. 
44 Thomas Juneau, Squandered Opportunity: Neoclassical Realism and Iranian Foreign Policy (Stanford, CA: 
Stanford University Press, 2015). 
45 Ryan, Inter-Arab Alliances, p. 39. 
46 e.g. Brandon J. Kinne, ‘Decision Making in Autocratic Regimes: A Poliheuristic Perspective’, International 
Studies Perspectives 6(1), 2005, pp. 114–28. 
47 e.g. Michaela Mattes and Mariana Rodríguez, ‘Autocracies and International Cooperation’, International 
Studies Quarterly 58(3), 2014, pp. 527–38; Jessica L. Weeks, Dictators at War and Peace (Ithaca: Cornell 
University Press, 2014); ‘Strongmen and Straw Men: Authoritarian Regimes and the Initiation of International 
Conflict’, American Political Science Review 106(02), 2012, pp. 326–47; Toke S. Aidt and Facundo Albornoz, 
‘Political Regimes and Foreign Intervention’, Journal of Development Economics 94(2), 2011, pp.192–201; Mark 
Peceny and Christopher K. Butler, ‘The Conflict Behavior of Authoritarian Regimes’, International Politics 41(4), 
2004, pp. 565–81; Brian Lai and Dan Slater, ‘Institutions of the Offensive: Domestic Sources of Dispute Initiation 
in Authoritarian Regimes, 1950-1992’, American Journal of Political Science 50(1), 2006, pp. 113–26. 
48 e.g. Joe Hagan, ‘Does Decision Making Matter? Systemic Assumptions vs. Historical Reality in International 
Relations Theory’, International Studies Review 3(2), 2001, pp. 5–46; Graeme A. M. Davies, ‘Inside Out or Outside 
In: Domestic and International Factors Affecting Iranian Foreign Policy Towards the United States 1990–2004’, 
Foreign Policy Analysis 4(3), 2008, pp. 209–25; Weeks, ‘Strongmen and Straw Men'. 
49 Jessica L. Weeks, ‘Autocratic Audience Costs: Regime Type and Signaling Resolve’, International Organization 
62(1), 2008, pp. 35–64. 
50 Miriam Fendius Elman (ed.), Paths to Peace: Is Democracy the Answer? (Cambridge, Mass: MIT Press, 1997); 
Robert Y. Shapiro and Lawrence Jacobs, ‘Who Leads and Who Follows?  U.S. Presidents, Public Opinion, and 
Foreign Policy’, in Brigitte Lebens Nacos, Robert Y. Shapiro, and Pierangelo Isernia (eds.), Decisionmaking in a 
Glass House: Mass Media, Public Opinion, and American and European Foreign Policy in the 21st Century 
(Lanham, MD: Rowman & Littlefield, 2000), pp. 223-46; Stephen Benedict Dyson, ‘Personality and Foreign Policy: 
Tony Blair’s Iraq Decisions’, Foreign Policy Analysis 2(3), 2006, pp. 289–306; Brian C. Rathbun, Partisan 
Interventions: European Party Politics and Peace Enforcement in the Balkans (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 
2004); Sarah Kreps, ‘Elite Consensus as a Determinant of Alliance Cohesion: Why Public Opinion Hardly Matters 
for NATO-Led Operations in Afghanistan’, Foreign Policy Analysis 6(3), 2010, pp. 191–215. 
51 Morten Valbjørn, ‘Strategies for Reviving the International Relations/Middle East Nexus after the Arab 
Uprisings’, PS: Political Science & Politics 50(03), 2017, p. 648. 
52 Jiri Valenta, ‘The Bureaucratic Politics Paradigm and the Soviet Invasion of Czechoslovakia’, Political Science 
Quarterly 94(1), 1979, pp. 55–76; Kevin Marsh, ‘Obama’s Surge: A Bureaucratic Politics Analysis of the Decision 
to Order a Troop Surge in the Afghanistan War’, Foreign Policy Analysis 10(3), 2014, pp. 265–88; Abdulla 
Baabood, ‘Dynamics and Determinants of the GCC States’ Foreign Policy, with Special Reference to the EU’, 
Review of International Affairs 3(2), 2003, pp. 254–82. 
53 Margaret G. Hermann and Charles F. Hermann, ‘Who Makes Foreign Policy Decisions and How: An Empirical 
Inquiry’, International Studies Quarterly 33(4), 1989, p. 361; Margaret G. Hermann, ‘How Decision Units Shape 
Foreign Policy: A Theoretical Framework’, International Studies Review 3(2), 2001, pp. 47–81. 
54 Margeret G. Hermann et al., ‘Who Leads Matters: The Effects of Powerful Individuals’, International Studies 
Review 3(2), 2001, pp. 83–131. 
55 Norrin M. Ripsman, Jeffrey Taliaferro, and Steven Lobell, ‘Conclusion: The State of Neoclassical Realsim’, in 
Lobell, Ripsman and Taliaferro (eds.), Neoclassical Realist Theory of International Politics, p. 209. 
56 Odinius and Kuntz ‘Limits of Authoritarian Solidarity’. 
57 Jerel A. Rosati, ‘The Power of Human Cognition in the Study of World Politics’, International Studies Review 
2(3), 2000, pp. 45–75; Jack S. Levy, ‘Political Psychology and Foreign Policy’, in David Sears, Leonie Huddy, and 
Robert Jervis (eds.) Oxford Handbook of Political Psychology (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2003), pp. 253–
84. 
58 Bahgat Korany and Ali. E.H Dessouki (eds.), The Foreign Policies of Arab States: The Challenge of Globalization 
(Cairo: Cairo University Press, 2008), p. 483. 
 25 
 
                                                                                                                                                                            
59 Michael Brecher, The Foreign Policy System of Israel: Setting, Images, Process (Yale University Press, 1972); 
Margeret G. Hermann, ‘Syria’s Hafez Al-Assad’, in Barbara Kellerman and Jeffrey Z. Rubin (eds.) Leadership and 
Negotiation in the Middle East (New York: Praeger, 1988), pp. 70–95. 
60 James M. Goldgeier and P. E. Tetlock, ‘Psychology and International Relations Theory’, Annual Review of 
Political Science 4(1), 2001, pp. 67–92; Wivel, ‘Explaining Why State X Made a Certain Move Last Tuesday: The 
Promise and Limitations of Realist Foreign Policy Analysis’; Annette Freyberg-Inan et al. (eds.) ‘Conclusions: 
Way Forward’, in Annette Freyberg-Inan, Ewan Harrison, Patrick James (eds.) Rethinking Realism in 
International Relations: Between Tradition and Innovation (Baltimore, MD: Johns Hopkins University Press, 
2009), pp. ; Aaron Rapport, ‘Cognitive Approaches to Foreign Policy Analysis’, in Cameron G.Thies (ed.) The 
Oxford Encylopedia of Foreign Policy Analysis (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2018), pp.167-85. 
61There are some exceptions where ME scholars addressed the role of leaders schematically. Hinnebusch argues 
that leader personality is likely to play a crucial role in foreign policy in authoritarian states with fluid institutions. 
Raymond Hinnebusch, ‘Foreign Policy in the Middle East’, in Hinnebusch and Ehteshami (eds.) Foreign Policies 
of Middle East States, pp. 29–30.  
62 Wendt, Social Theory of International Politics; Nina Tannenwald, ‘The Nuclear Taboo: The United States and 
the Normative Basis of Nuclear Non-Use’, International Organization 53(3), 1999, pp. 433–68. 
63 Nicholas Onuf, World of Our Own Making: Rules and Rule in Social Theory and International Relations 
(Columbia: University of South California Press, 1989); Katzenstein, Culture of National Security: John S. Duffield, 
‘Political Culture and State Behavior: Why Germany Confounds Neorealism’, International Organization 53(4), 
1999, pp. 765–803; Michael Barnett, ‘Culture, Strategy and Foreign Policy Change: Israel’s Road to Oslo’, 
European Journal of International Relations 5(5), 1999, pp. 5–36; Ted Hopf, Social Construction of International 
Politics: Identities and Foreign Policy, Moscow, 1955 and 1999 (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 2002); Jutta 
Weldes, ‘Constructing National Interests’, European Journal of International Relations 2(3), 1996, pp. 275–318. 
64 Barnett, ‘Identity and Alliances in the Middle East’; Barnett, Dialogues in Arab Politics; Lynch, State Interests 
and Public Spheres; Shibley Telhami and Michael Barnett (eds.), Identity and Foreign Policy in the Middle East 
(Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 2002). 
65 Arshin Adib-Moghaddam, The International Politics of the Persian Gulf: A Cultural Genealogy (London: 
Routledge, 2006); Dalia Dassa Kaye, Beyond the Handshake: Multilateral Cooperation in the Arab-Israeli Peace 
Process, 1991-1996 (New York: Columbia University Press, 2001); Barnett, ‘Identity and Alliances in the Middle 
East’. 
66 Shibley Telhami and Michael Barnett (eds.), Identity and Foreign Policy in the Middle East (Ithaca: Cornell 
University Press, 2002), p. 6. 
67 Marc Lynch, ‘Jordan’s Identity and Interests’, in Telhami and Barnett (eds.) Identity and Foreign Policy in the 
Middle East, pp. 26–57. 
68 Michael Barnett, ‘The Israeli Identity and the Peace Process: Re/Creating the Un/Thinkable’, in Telhami and 
Barnett (eds.) Identity and Foreign Policy in the Middle East, pp. 58–87. 
69 Michael Barnett, ‘Sovereignty, Nationalism, and Regional Order in the Arab States System’, International 
Organization 49(3), 1995, pp. 479–510. 
70 Steve Smith, ‘Foreign Policy Is What States Make of It:  Social Construction and International Relations Theory’, 
in Vendulka Kubálková (ed.) Foreign Policy in a Constructed World (Armonk, NY: M.E. Sharpe, 2001), p. 38. 
71 See also Vendulka Kubálková, ‘Introduction’, in Kubálková (ed.) Foreign Policy in a Constructed World, pp. 3-
14; Marijke Breuning, ‘Role Theory Research in International Relations:  State of the Art and Blind Spots’, in 
Sebastian Harnisch, Cornelia Frank, and Hanns Maull (eds.) Role Theory in International Relations: Approaches 
and Analyses (London: Routledge, 2011), pp. 16–35; David Patrick Houghton, ‘Reinvigorating the Study of 
Foreign Policy Decision Making: Toward a Constructivist Approach’, Foreign Policy Analysis 3(1), 2007, pp. 24–
45.; Vaughn P. Shannon, ‘Introduction’, in Kowert and Shannon (eds.) Psychology and Constructivism in 
International Relations, pp. 1-29. 
72 Jeffrey T. Checkel, ‘Constructivism and Foreign Policy’, in Steve Smith, Amelia Hadfield, and Tim Dunne (eds.) 
Foreign Policy (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2008), p. 74. 
73 Houghton, ‘Reinvigorating the Study of Foreign Policy Decision Making’; Judith Goldstein and Robert Keohane, 
‘Ideas and Foreign Policy: An Anlytical Framework’, in Judith Goldstein and Robert Keohane (eds.) Identity and 
Foreign Policy : Beliefs, Institutions, and Political Change (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1993), pp. 3–30; 
William Flanik, ‘Bringing FPA Back Home: Cognition, Constructivism, and Conceptual Metaphor: Bringing FPA 
Back Home’, Foreign Policy Analysis 7(4), 2011, pp. 423–46. 
74 For different taxonomies of constructivism, Nik Hynek and Andrea Teti, ‘Saving Identity from Postmodernism? 
The Normalization of Constructivism in International Relations’, Contemporary Political Theory 9(2), 2010, pp. 
171–99. 
 26 
 
                                                                                                                                                                            
75 Smith, ‘Foreign Policy Is What States Make of It'. 
76 Flanik, ‘Bringing FPA Back Home’, p. 9. 
77 Ewan Stein, ‘Beyond Arabism vs. Sovereignty: Relocating Ideas of International Relations of the Middle East’, 
Review of International Studies 38(4), 2012, pp. 11–12. 
78 Stephen Saideman, ‘Conclusion: Thinking Theoretically about Identity and Foreign Policy’, in Telhami and 
Barnett (eds.) Identity and Foreign Policy in the Middle East, p.186. 
79 Asli Ilgit and Binnur Özkeçeci-Taner, ‘Identity and Decision Making: Toward a Collaborative Approach to State 
Action’, in Vaughn P. Shannon and Paul A. Kowert (eds.) Psychology and Constructivism in International 
Relations: An Ideational Alliance (Ann Arbor, MI: University of Michigan Press, 2012), pp. 92-118. 
80 Constructivist research on norm entrepreneurs and the domestic internalization of international norms is a 
notable exception Martha Finnemore and Kathryn Sikkink, ‘Taking Stock : The Constructivist Research Program 
in International Relations and Comparative Politics’, Annual Review of Political Science 4, 2001, pp. 391–416, but 
even this literature rarely engages FPA work and often treats domestic politics and decision making lightly 
Breuning, ‘Role Theory Research in International Relations:  State of the Art and Blind Spots’. 
81 Barnett, ‘Culture, Strategy and Foreign Policy Change’ is a notable exception to this. 
82 Thomas U. Berger, Cultures of Antimilitarism: National Security in Germany and Japan (Johns Hopkins 
University Press, 1998); Duffield, ‘Political Culture and State Behavior’. 
83 Andre Bank and Morten Valbjørn, ‘Bringing the Arab Regional Level Back In ... - Jordan in the New Arab Cold 
War’, Middle East Critique 19(3), 2010, p. 307. 
84 Barnett, ‘The Israeli Identity and the Peace Process’. 
85 On the determinants of Arab public opinion, see Shibley Telhami, ‘Arab Public Opinion and the Gulf War’, 
Political Science Quarterly 108(3), 1993, pp. 437–52. and Furia and Lucas ‘Determinants of Arab Public Opinion 
on Foreign Relations’, International Studies Quarterly 50(3), 2006, pp. 585–605. 
86 Morten Valbjørn and Andre Bank, ‘The New Arab Cold War: Rediscovering the Arab Dimension of Middle East 
Regional Politics’, Review of International Studies 38(1), 2012, pp. 3–24. 
87 James H. Lebovic, ‘Unity in Action: Explaining Alignment Behavior in the Middle East’, Journal of Peace 
Research 41(2), 2004, pp. 167–89. 
88 Rathbun, Partisan Interventions; Thomas Risse et al., ‘To Euro or Not to Euro? The EMU and Identity Politics 
in the European Union’, European Journal of International Relations 5(2), 1999, pp. 147–87; Benjamin I. Page 
and Jason Barabas, ‘Foreign Policy Gaps between Citizens and Leaders’, International Studies Quarterly 44(3), 
2000, pp. 339–64. 
89 Joe D. Hagan, Political Opposition and Foreign Policy in Comparative Perspective (Boulder, CO: Lynne Rienner, 
1993); Lisa L. Martin, ‘International and Domestic Institutions in the EMU Process’, Economics & Politics 5(2), 
1993, pp. 125–44; Wolfgang Wagner, ‘The Democratic Control of Military Power Europe’, Journal of European 
Public Policy 13(2), 2006, pp. 200–216; Paul ’t Hart, Eric K. Stern, and Bengt Sundelius, Beyond Groupthink: 
Political Group Dynamics and Foreign Policy-Making (Ann Arbor, MI: University of Michigan Press, 1997); Binnur 
Özkeçeci-Taner, The Role of Ideas in Coalition Government Foreign Policymaking: The Case of Turkey between 
1991 and 2002 (Dordrecht: Republic of Letters Publishers, 2009); Cristian Cantir and Juliet Kaarbo (eds.), 
Domestic Role Contestation, Foreign Policy, and International Relations (London: Routledge, 2016). 
90 Stephen G. Walker, ‘Symbolic Interactionism and International Politics: Role Theory’s Contribution to 
International Organization’, in Martha Cottam and Chih-yu Shih (eds.) Contending Dramas: A Cognitive Approach 
to International Organizations (New York: Praeger, 1992), p. 23. 
91 Cameron G. Thies, ‘Sense and Sensibility in the Study of State Socialisation: A Reply to Kai Alderson’, Review 
of International Studies 29(4), 2003, pp. 543–50. 
92 Şevket Ovah, ‘Decoding Turkey’s Lust for Regional Clout in the Middle East: A Role Theory Perspective’, Journal 
of International and Area Studies 20(1), 2013, pp. 1–21. 
93 Michael Barnett, ‘Institutions, Roles, and Disorder: The Case of the Arab State System’, International Studies 
Quarterly, 37(3), 1993, pp. 271–96. 
94 Cantir and Kaarbo (eds.), Domestic Role Contestation. 
95 Thomas Risse-Kappen, ‘Public Opinion, Domestic Structure, and Foreign Policy in Liberal Democracies’, World 
Politics 43(4), 1991, pp. 479–512; Douglas C. Foyle, ‘Public Opinion and Foreign Policy: Elite Beliefs as a Mediating 
Variable’, International Studies Quarterly 41(1), 1997, pp. 141–69; Douglas C. Foyle, ‘Public Opinion and Foreign 
Policy’ in Cameron G. Thies (ed.) The Oxford Encylopedia of Foreign Policy Analysis (Oxford University Press, 
2018), pp. 464-83. 
96 Matthew Baum and Potter Philip, ‘The Relationships Between Mass Media, Public Opinion, and Foreign Policy: 
Toward a Theoretical Synthesis’, Annual Review of Political Science 11(1), 2008, p. 58. 
 27 
 
                                                                                                                                                                            
97 Elizabeth A. Stein, ‘The Unraveling of Support for Authoritarianism: The Dynamic Relationship of Media, Elites, 
and Public Opinion in Brazil, 1972–82’, The International Journal of Press/Politics 18(1), 2013, pp. 85–107. 
98 Marc Lynch, Voices of the New Arab Public: Iraq, Al-Jazeera and Middle East Politics Today (New York: 
Columbia University Press, 2006); Khalid Rinnawi, Instant Nationalism: McArabism, AlJazeera and Translational 
Media in the Arab World (Maryland: University Press of America, 2006); Yahya R. Kamalipour, Media, Power, 
and Politics in the Digital Age: The 2009 Presidential Election Uprising in Iran (Lanham, MD: Rowman & Littlefield, 
2010). 
99 Hermann and Hermann, ‘Who Makes Foreign Policy Decisions and How’; Hermann, ‘How Decision Units Shape 
Foreign Policy’; Margaret G. Hermann and Joe Hagan (eds.), Leaders, Groups and Coalitions: Understanding the 
People and Processes in Foreign Policymaking (Malden, MA: Wiley-Blackwell, 2001). 
100 Margaret G. Hermann and Joe D. Hagan, ‘International Decision Making: Leadership Matters’, Foreign Policy, 
110, 1998, p. 126. 
101 Daniel L. Byman and Kenneth M. Pollack, ‘Let Us Now Praise Great Men: Bringing the Statesman Back In’, 
International Security 25(4), 2001, pp. 107–46. 
102 Jerrold M Post, The Psychological Assessment of Political Leaders with Profiles of Saddam Hussein and Bill 
Clinton (Ann Arbor, MI: University of Michigan Press, 2005), p. 77. 
103 Hafner-Burton et al., ‘The Behavioral Revolution and International Relations’, p. S4. 
104 see, for example, Tanyel Taysi and Thomas Preston, ‘The Personality and Leadership Style of President 
Khatami: Implications for the Future of Iranian Political Reform’, in Ofer Feldman and Linda O. Valenty (eds.) 
Profiling Political Leaders: A Cross-Cultural Studies of Personality and Behavior (Wesport: Praeger, 2001), pp. 57-
78; Dyson, ‘Personality and Foreign Policy’; Margaret G. Hermann, ‘Assessing Leadership Style: A Traits Analysis’, 
in Jerrold M Post (ed.) The Psychological Assessment of Political Leaders: With Profiles of Saddam Hussein and 
Bill Clinton (Ann Arbor, MI: The University of Michigan Press, 2003), pp. 178–215; Baris Kesgin, ‘Leadership Traits 
of Turkey’s “Islamist” and “Secular” Prime Ministers’, Turkish Studies 14(1), 2013, pp. 136-57. 
105 Margaret G. Hermann, ‘Leaders and Foreign Policy Decision-Making’, in Dan Caldwell and Timothy J. 
McKewon (eds.) Diplomacy, Force, and Leadership: Essays in Honor of Alexander L. George (Boulder, CO: 
Westview, 1993), pp.77-94; Jonathan W. Keller, ‘Constraint Respecters, Constraint Challengers, and Crisis 
Decision Making in Democracies:  A Case Study Analysis of Kennedy versus Reagan’, Political Psychology 26(6), 
2005, pp. 835–67. 
106 Margaret Hermann, ‘Assessing Leadership Style: A Traits Analysis’; Mark Schafer, ‘At-A-Distance Analysis’, in 
R.A.W. Rhodes and Paul ’t Hart (eds.) The Oxford Handbook of Political Leadership (Oxford: Oxford University 
Press, 2015), pp.296-313. 
107 K. J. Holsti, ‘National Role Conceptions in the Study of Foreign Policy’, International Studies Quarterly 14(3), 
1970, pp. 233–309. 
108 See, for example, Harnisch, Frank, and Maull Role Theory in International Relations: Approaches and Analyses 
(London: Routledge, 2011), Cameron G. Thies and Marijke Breuning, ‘Integrating Foreign Policy Analysis and 
International Relations through Role Theory’, Foreign Policy Analysis 8(1), 2012, pp. 1–4, and Breuning ‘Role 
Theory in Foreign Policy’, in Cameron G. Thies (ed.) The Oxford Encyclopedia of Foreign Policy Analysis (Oxford: 
Oxford University Press, 2018), pp. 584–99. 
109 Barnett, ‘Institutions, Roles, and Disorder’; Cameron G. Thies, ‘State Socialization and Structural Realism’, 
Security Studies 19(4), 2010, pp. 689–717; Sebastian Harnish, ‘Role Theory: Operationalization of Key Concepts’, 
in Sebastian Harnisch, Cornelia Frank, and Hanns Maull (eds.) Role Theory in International Relations: Approaches 
and Analyses (London: Routledge, 2011), pp. 7-15; Breuning, ‘Role Theory Research in International Relations:’; 
Ryan K. Beasley and Juliet Kaarbo, ‘Casting for a Sovereign Role: Socialising an Aspirant State in the Scottish 
Independence Referendum’, European Journal of International Relations, 24(1), 2018, pp. 8-32. 
110 Leslie E. Wehner and Cameron G. Thies, ‘Role Theory, Narratives, and Interpretation: The Domestic 
Contestation of Roles’, International Studies Review 16(3), 2014, pp. 411–36. 
111 Yoel Guzansky, ‘The Foreign-Policy Tools of Small Powers: Strategic Hedging in the Persian Gulf’, Middle East 
Policy 22(1) 2015, pp. 112–22; Jean-Marc Rickli and Khalid Almezaini, ‘Theories of Small States’ Foreign and 
Security Policies and the Gulf States’, in Khalid Almezaini and Jean-Marc Rickli (eds.)The Small Gulf States: 
Foreign and Security Policies Before and After the Arab Spring (London: Routledge, 2017), pp. 8–30. 
112 Cameron G. Thies, The United States, Israel and the Search for International Order: Socializing States (London: 
Routledge, 2014); Akan Malici and Stephen G. Walker, Role Theory and Role Conflict in U.S.-Iran Relations: 
Enemies of Our Own Making (London: Routledge, 2017). 
113 Goldgeier and Tetlock, ‘Psychology and International Relations Theory’. 
114 Bueno de Mesquita, ‘Domestic Politics and International Relations’, p. 7. 
115 Brummer and Hudson, Foreign Policy Analysis beyond North America. 
